UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 98-2478

DONNA M BRI GGS,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CITY OF NORFOLK, a nunicipal corporation,
organi zed under the laws of the Commonwealth
of Virginia; PAUL D. FRAIM individually and
officially in his capacity as Myor of
Nor f ol k; KAMALA HALLGREN LANNETTI, i ndi vi dual -
ly and officially as the Forner Assistant
Attorney for the Gty of Norfolk; HAROLD P.
JUREN, individually and officially as the As-
sistant Gty Attorney for the City of Norfolk;
MELVIN HIGH, individually and officially as
the Chief of Police for the Gty of Norfolk;
JAVES BROMLI E, individually and officially as
a Lieutenant on the Norfolk Police Force;
ALLEN BOSTJANCIC, individually and officially
as a Police Oficer for the Gty of Norfolk;
MARK RAILLING individually and officially as
a Police Oficer for the Gty of Norfolk;
LEONARD MERRI TT, i ndividually,

Def endants - Appell ees,

CITY OF VIRG NI A BEACH,

Movant .



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfolk. Jeronme B. Friedman, D strict Judge.
( CA-98-288-2)

Submtted: My 25, 1999 Deci ded: June 24, 1999

Bef ore WLKINS and WLLIAMS, Circuit Judges, and HALL, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opinion.

Donna M Briggs, Appellant Pro Se. Al an Brody Rashkind, Krista Ann
Giffith, FURNISS, DAVIS, RASHKIND & SAUNDERS, Norfolk, Virginia,
Leonard Merritt, Norfolk, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel  ant appeals the district court’s order that dism ssed
sone, but not all, parties and clains in her civil action. W dis-
m ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the order is not
appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final
orders, 28 U S.C 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and
collateral orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b);

Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The

order here appealed is neither a final order nor an appeal able
interlocutory or collateral order.

We di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. W dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



